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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Following a jury trial, Mario Ruiz was found guilty of a single count of trafficking in 
more than 28 grams of methamphetamine. He received a unified sentence of ten years, 
with three years fixed. On appeal, he contends that his conviction and sentence should 
be vacated, and his case remanded for a new trial, because the district court limitation 
of his cross-examination of a key prosecution witness violated his rights under the 
Confrontation Clause of the Sixth Amendment and the Idaho Rules of Evidence. 
in response, the State argues that Mr. Ruiz' opportunity for cross-examination of 
the prosecution witness was good enough and, therefore, the district court did not 
abuse its discretion in limiting that cross-examination. (Respondent's Brief, pp.3-8.) 
The present Reply Brief is necessary to point out that the authority relied upon by 
the State is not controlling. 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedinas 
The procedural and factual histories of this case were previously articulated in 
Mr. Ruiz' Appellant's Brief and, therefore, are not reiterated herein. 
ISSUE 
Did the district court commit reversible error in limiting Mr. Ruiz' cross-examination of a 
key prosecution witness? 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Committed Reversible Error In Limitina Mr. Ruiz' Cross-Examination 
Of A Key Prosecution Witness 
The State's sole argument on appeal is that, under State v. Pierce, 107 ldaho 96, 
685 P.2d 837 (Ct. App. 1984), the district court has discretion to limit the defendant's 
cross-examination of a prosecution witness, and it is not an abuse of discretion to 
preclude the defendant from inquiring into the sentence avoided by the witness (through 
his cooperation with the State) where that sentence is the same as that which is faced 
by the defendant. (Respondent's Brief, pp.3, 4, 7-8.) The fundamental problem with the 
State's argument, however, is that Pierce does not apply to this case since it is 
inapplicable to claims brought under the Confrontation Clause or under the ldaho Rules 
of Evidence. Pierce makes no mention of any Confrontation Clause-based claim on the 
part of the defendant-appellant, and it cites neither the Sixth Amendment nor Davis v. 
Alaska, 415 U.S. 308 (1974). In addition, Pierce pre-dated adoption of the ldaho Rules 
of Evidence in 1985 and, therefore, its standards have now been replaced by those that 
appear in ldaho Rules of Evidence 401, 402, and 403. Cf. State v. Meister, No. 30152, 
2007 Opinion No. 67, pp.9-10 (Ct. App. Oct. I ,  2007) (recognizing that the common law 
rules governing the admission of "alternate perpetrator" evidence were supplanted by 
I.R.E. 403 when the Rules of Evidence were adopted in 1985) (opinion withdrawn).' 
Accordingly, the legal standards that are applicable to this case are those that are set 
forth in Mr. Ruiz's Appellant's Brief, not the State's Respondent's Brief. 
Although the Supreme Court has granted the State's petition for review in Meister and 
the Court of Appeals' opinion, therefore, has no precedential value, Mr. Ruiz submits 
that the proposition for which it stands-that the ldaho Rules of Evidence supplanted 
the common law rules of evidence--is still sound. 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons set forth above, as well as in his Appellant's Brief, Mr. Ruiz 
respectfully requests that his conviction and sentence be vacated, and his case be 
remanded for a new trial 
DATED this !jth day of August, 2008. 
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